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Dear Union Representatives,
 
Attached please find EPA’s Operating Procedure for Addressing Allegations of a Violation of
EPA’s Scientific Integrity Policy, which we plan to put into effect September 15, 2018. An
invitation for a briefing on the issue will follow shortly. The briefing will be held on
Wednesday, August 22, 2018 at 1PM via teleconference.
 
Feel free to contact me with any questions or concerns.
 
Regards,
 
Robert D. Coomber
Senior Labor Attorney
Labor and Employee Relations Division
Desk Phone: (202) 564-0955
Cell Phone: (202) 236-4965
coomber.robert@epa.gov
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EPA’s ability to protect human health and the environment depends upon the independent, robust science on which the Agency relies. The environmental policies, decisions, guidance, and regulations that impact the lives of Americans every day must be grounded, at a most fundamental level, in high quality science. 



Independent, robust science depends on scientists being able to do their best work, free from political or other interference. A culture of scientific integrity creates an environment in which EPA scientists are able to do their best work. 



In February 2012, EPA released its Scientific Integrity Policy. The Policy provides both a vision and a roadmap for ensuring high standards of scientific integrity at the Agency. Scientific integrity is the adherence to professional values and practices, when managing, conducting, applying, and communicating science. It ensures objectivity, clarity, transparency, reproducibility, and utility. It also provides insulation from bias, fabrication, falsification, plagiarism, outside interference, censorship, and inadequate procedural and information security. From the earliest formation of a scientific question to the application of research results, scientific integrity creates protections for science from inappropriate interference, manipulation, and suppression. Through scientific integrity, we maintain the public’s trust in the quality and integrity of our work every day. 



To have a culture of scientific integrity, there must be policies and training to support that culture, a place to turn for advice to prevent lapses in scientific integrity, and a recourse procedure when lapses are alleged to have occurred. 



The Procedure outlined in this document includes a focus on prevention by encouraging employees to identify situations early that could lead to violations and by providing for timely advice or assistance at as low a level in the organization as possible. 



The Procedure creates a path for ensuring that EPA employees and decision-makers are able to identify possible violations of the Scientific Integrity Policy and that the Scientific Integrity Official and Deputy Scientific Integrity Officials are able to identify, evaluate, and make determinations about allegations of a violation of the Policy. This Procedure describes examples of what is and is not a violation of the Scientific Integrity Policy; where to get advice on scientific integrity issues; how to submit an allegation of a violation of the Policy; how allegations are screened and evaluated; how determinations and recommendations are made; and, information on the appeal procedure. 





1. Introduction



1.1	Authority: The Presidential Memorandum on scientific integrity (March 9, 2009) directs that “Each agency should have in place procedures to identify and address instances in which the scientific process or the integrity of scientific and technological information may [have been] compromised.”[footnoteRef:1]  [1: 	Presidential Memorandum on Scientific Integrity: https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2009-03-11/pdf/E9-5443.pdf ] 




1.2	Purpose: The purpose of this procedure is to outline a two-track approach to uphold a culture of scientific integrity at EPA: 



(1)	encouragement to seek advice and assistance from EPA’s Scientific Integrity Official or from a Deputy Scientific Integrity Official to prevent or address lapses in scientific integrity; 



(2)	a formal procedure for submission and evaluation of allegations when concerns are not resolved through advice and assistance. 



	The objective is to prevent lapses in scientific integrity, preferably through advice and assistance, or if an allegation has merit, through corrective scientific action. 



1.3	Persons covered: All EPA employees (including scientists, managers, and political appointees) are required to follow EPA’s Scientific Integrity Policy.[footnoteRef:2] In addition, EPA contractors, grantees, collaborators, and student volunteers who engage in scientific activities are expected to uphold its standards and may be required to do so as part of their agreements with EPA [Policy §III].  [2:  EPA’s Scientific Integrity Policy: https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2014-02/documents/scientific_integrity_policy_2012.pdf ] 




1.4	Definitions



Allegation: a report of a possible violation of EPA’s Scientific Integrity Policy. 



Corrective scientific action: an action needed to uphold EPA’s Scientific Integrity Policy. Examples include facilitating timely release of objective scientific information, ensuring expression of differing scientific opinions, amending the author list of a manuscript, and correcting plagiarism to ensure sources are cited appropriately. 



Scientific Integrity Committee: EPA’s Scientific Integrity Official plus the Deputy Scientific Integrity Officials who represent each program and regional office. They provide oversight for the implementation of EPA’s Scientific Integrity Policy, act as liaisons for their respective offices, and are available to address questions or concerns regarding scientific integrity at EPA. 



ScIO; DScIO; D/ScIO: EPA’s Scientific Integrity Official (ScIO); the Deputy Scientific Integrity Official (DScIO) in a program or regional office; the abbreviation D/ScIO indicates either a DScIO or the ScIO. The Deputy to the ScIO may act for the ScIO in this procedure. 



Subject: a person alleged to have violated EPA’s Scientific Integrity Policy. A Subject may be an EPA employee (including scientists, managers, and political appointees) or an EPA contractor, grantee, collaborator, or student volunteer who engages in scientific activities. 



Submitter (“Allegator”): a person who submits an allegation. A Submitter may be an individual, group of individuals, or organization, internal or external to EPA. 



1.5	Safeguards and confidentiality: Safeguards give Submitters confidence that they can report allegations without fear of retaliation. Equally important, safeguards give Subjects confidence that their rights are protected. Safeguards include fair and objective procedures for evaluating allegations.[footnoteRef:3]  [3:  Safeguards and confidentiality are adapted from EPA Order 3120.5: https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2014-04/documents/epapolicy.pdf ] 




1.5.1	Safeguards for Submitters include diligence in protecting Submitters who make allegations in good faith from retaliation. 



1.5.2	Safeguards for Subjects include timely written notification of substantive allegations, access to the supporting materials (with information about the Submitter redacted to the extent possible), and the opportunity to respond in writing. The mere filing of an allegation shall not be a basis for action against a Subject. 



1.5.3	Confidentiality: To the extent possible, consistent with a fair and thorough evaluation and as allowed by law, knowledge about the identity of Submitters, Subjects, witnesses, and experts consulted during an inquiry is limited to those who need to know. Records maintained by EPA during the course of responding to an allegation may be exempt from disclosure under the Freedom of Information Act exemption 5 (deliberative process privilege) and exemption 6 (personal privacy) [5 USC 552(b)(5,6)]. For specific questions about FOIA exemptions, contact EPA’s Office of General Counsel. 



1.5.4	Anonymity: Submitters may report allegations anonymously. The inability to contact Submitters, however, may prevent a thorough evaluation of an allegation or lead to its dismissal. 



1.5.5	Despite these safeguards, confidentiality cannot be guaranteed. For example, although knowledge about Submitters is limited to those who need to know, a Subject may surmise a Submitter’s identity once granted access to the evidence submitted with an allegation. Moreover, release of some information may be required under the Freedom of Information Act, law enforcement investigations, Congressional inquiries, or in certain administrative or judicial proceedings. 



2. Topics covered or not covered



The Scientific Integrity Program can assist scientists and managers who have concerns about any area discussed in EPA’s Scientific Integrity Policy. 



2.1	Topics covered by this allegation procedure are derived from EPA’s Scientific Integrity Policy, including but not limited to the following examples. 



–	Clearance: EPA has a longstanding commitment to the timely release of objective scientific information. This includes, for example, publication in peer-reviewed journals, conference presentations, media interviews, and web postings. Management reviews should be timely and based only on scientific quality considerations [Policy §IV.B, §IV.A.2].[footnoteRef:4]  [4: 	Refer to Best Practices for Clearance of Scientific Products at EPA: https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2018-05/documents/best_practices_for_clearance_of_scientific_products_at_epa_final.pdf ] 




–	Expression of personal views: EPA employees have a right to express personal views provided they specify they are not representing EPA and they use an appropriate disclaimer [Policy §IV.B.1].[footnoteRef:5]  [5:  Best Practices for Clearance (ibid.), appendices C and D, discuss disclaimers ] 




–	Expression of differing scientific opinions: EPA employees are encouraged to express, in writing, their differing scientific opinions [Policy §IV.A.3].[footnoteRef:6] The Scientific Integrity Program provides a process for addressing differing scientific opinions but does not typically evaluate the merits or resolve the differing opinions.  [6:  Refer to Procedure for Expressing a Differing Scientific Opinion: [under development; insert link] ] 




–	Review of scientific content: EPA scientists are expected to review, correct, and approve the scientific content of EPA documents that significantly rely on their research or identify them as authors [Policy §IV.B.1]. 



–	Peer review: A crucial aspect of scientific integrity is independent peer review by qualified experts [Policy §IV.C].[footnoteRef:7]  [7:  Refer to EPA’s Peer Review Policy (https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-01/documents/peer_review_policy_and_memo.pdf) and Peer Review Handbook (https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2016-03/documents/epa_peer_review_handbook_4th_edition.pdf) ] 




–	Information quality: EPA scientists are expected to adhere to applicable EPA information quality, quality assurance, and peer review policies to ensure scientific products of the highest quality, rigor, and objectivity for use in policy decisions [Policy §IV.A.1]. 



–	Integrity of scientific findings: To ensure the validity of scientific information and to engender public trust in EPA, there should be no coercion to alter scientific findings or to misrepresent areas of scientific uncertainty [Policy §IV.A.3]. 



–	Timely release of scientific findings: To foster a culture of openness regarding research results, the timely release of scientific findings should not be suppressed or otherwise impeded [Policy §IV.A.1]. 



[bookmark: _Hlk504551263]–	Authorship: Authorship issues should be resolved among all potential authors and contributors, and failing that, within the organization(s) that developed a manuscript.[footnoteRef:8] Senior scientists should not take credit for the work of junior scientists.  [8: 	Refer to Best Practices for Designating Authorship: https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2016-09/documents/best_practices_designating_authorship.pdf ] 




–	Plagiarism: A type of research misconduct, plagiarism is “the appropriation of another person’s ideas, processes, results, or words without giving appropriate credit” [65 FR 76262].[footnoteRef:9] In coordination with the Office of Inspector General, the Scientific Integrity Program may evaluate allegations of plagiarism against EPA employees or fellows, unless there is a reasonable indication of possible violations of civil or criminal law.  [9:  Federal Policy on Research Misconduct: https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2000-12-06/pdf/00-30852.pdf ] 




2.2	Allegations that require immediate attention, even though they may involve scientific integrity, should be directed through other available channels. Examples include: 



–	Research misconduct: Research misconduct is defined as “fabrication, falsification, or plagiarism in proposing, performing, or reviewing research, or in reporting research results”; research misconduct does not include honest error or differences of opinion [65 FR 76262].[footnoteRef:10] EPA employees should promptly report allegations of research misconduct by EPA personnel to their supervisors or, if necessary, to the Office of Inspector General.[footnoteRef:11] There are coordination procedures under which EPA’s Scientific Integrity Official evaluates allegations of plagiarism that do not involve possible violations of civil or criminal law.[footnoteRef:12]  [10:  ibid. ]  [11: 	 Policy and Procedures for Addressing Research Misconduct (EPA Order 3120.5), section 9(A): https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2014-04/documents/epapolicy.pdf ]  [12:  Coordination procedures for research misconduct: https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-12/documents/oig-scio_coordination_procedures_final.pdf ] 


 

–	Critical public health issues: EPA’s Administrator has issued a policy on elevation of critical public health issues when there appears to be a substantial threat to public health.[footnoteRef:13] EPA staff members should elevate these issues through their management. For staff in the Office of Research and Development, there is also an intranet site to expedite the elevation of these issues.[footnoteRef:14]  [13:  Policy on elevation of critical public health issues: http://r4intra.epa.gov/orc/guidance/policy_elevation_of_critical_public_health_issues.pdf ]  [14:  Elevation of critical public health issues in EPA’s Office of Research and Development: https://intranet.ord.epa.gov/about-ord/elevating-critical-public-health-issues ] 




2.3	Topics not covered by this allegation procedure include but are not limited to the following examples. These matters should be directed to the office that has authority to take appropriate corrective action. 



–	Waste, fraud, or abuse: Immediately report these to the Office of Inspector General. 



–	Conflicts of interests or ethics issues regarding federal employees: Report these to a Deputy Ethics Official or to the Ethics Office of EPA’s Office of General Counsel. 



–	Personnel matters (e.g., work assignments, awards, promotions): Report these to an appropriate management official in the employee’s office. 



–	Labor–management grievances: Report these to the management official specified in the Collective Bargaining Agreement that covers the employee. Noncovered employees may file an administrative grievance. 



–	Discrimination or harassment: Report all complaints related to Equal Employment Opportunity to EPA’s Office of Civil Rights. There may be time limits for filing a complaint. 



–	Retaliation: Report these to the Office of Inspector General or to the Office of Special Counsel (https://osc.gov/).  



This allegation procedure is not meant to provide a parallel procedure or to augment procedures established by law, regulation, or collective bargaining agreement. It does not extend, modify, or otherwise alter any other complaint process available to EPA employees or external parties. 



3. Advice and Assistance



[bookmark: _Hlk519762101][bookmark: _Hlk519761576]The objective of advising is to uphold EPA’s culture of scientific integrity by facilitating early preventive action. The goal is to prevent lapses in scientific integrity by providing timely advice or assistance early and at a low level of organizational involvement. 



3.1	Contacting the ScIO or DScIOs



3.1.1	Contact information for the ScIO and DScIOs can be found on the Scientific Integrity Program’s intra- and internet sites.[footnoteRef:15] Employees may contact any member of the Scientific Integrity Committee with whom they are comfortable. Contacting one’s DScIO is consistent with resolving concerns locally at a low level of organizational involvement; contacting EPA’s ScIO is consistent with obtaining advice that draws from an EPA-wide perspective.  [15:  Intranet site: https://intranet.ord.epa.gov/scientific-integrity; internet site: https://www.epa.gov/osa/basic-information-about-scientific-integrity ] 




3.1.2	There are many ways to contact a D/ScIO (e.g., internal or external mail, telephone, email). Anonymous contacts preclude the ability for the D/ScIO to request additional information or to provide advice or assistance. Email, Skype, voicemail, and communications to or from an EPA-issued phone or computer cannot be assumed to be confidential. 



3.1.3	Whenever possible, a person who suspects a violation of EPA’s Scientific Integrity Policy should read the Policy before contacting the D/ScIO and note the relevant sections of the Policy that pertain to the situation. The person also should advise the D/ScIO regarding the level of confidentiality desired. While complete anonymity might sound appealing, it can limit the ability of the D/ScIO to seek additional information or provide advice and assistance. 



3.1.4	If a person has a scientific integrity issue that is not explicitly described in EPA’s Scientific Integrity Policy, they may contact the ScIO for advice and to request that the issue be addressed in future updates of the Policy. 



3.2	The Advising Process



3.2.1	This is an informal process. The D/ScIO is available to discuss the possibility that a lapse in scientific integrity has occurred or may occur without preventive action. The D/ScIO may provide information, suggest preventive actions, or make inquiries on behalf of the person being advised. 



3.2.2	A person need not be directly involved in a possible scientific integrity lapse to contact the D/ScIO or the Scientific Integrity Program. 



3.2.3	In instances where concerns turn out not to involve scientific integrity, the D/ScIO can suggest other resources that might be helpful. 



3.2.4	The earlier the contact and the more information provided, including a timeline, the more effectively and efficiently the D/ScIO can help. 



3.2.5	Although the advising process is informal, the intent is to avert or resolve an issue as quickly as possible, depending on its complexity. 



3.2.6	If the D/ScIO is unable to assist in preventing or resolving a scientific integrity issue through early consultation, a person may submit a formal allegation (section 4). 



3.3	Recordkeeping and metrics



[bookmark: _Hlk513650672]3.3.1	DScIOs report the topic (e.g., clearance, expression of personal views, information quality, authorship, etc.) and the outcome of each case of advising to the ScIO, without revealing names or other personally identifiable information. The ScIO compiles this information from across EPA and makes it available to the Scientific Integrity Committee and to EPA’s Science Advisor quarterly. Summary information is included in the next annual report of the Scientific Integrity Program. 





4. Procedure for Formal Allegations
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4.1	Submitting an allegation



4.1.1	To facilitate timely corrective scientific action, Submitters should strive to report allegations promptly.[footnoteRef:16] A Submitter need not be an aggrieved party, as everyone is responsible for upholding scientific integrity at EPA.  [16:  Allegations reported promptly have the best chance of a timely, satisfactory resolution. Allegations based solely on actions before EPA issued its Scientific Integrity Policy in February 2012 will not be acted on. ] 




4.1.2	Allegations should be submitted in writing to a DScIO or the ScIO with as much of the following information as possible. 



–	Specific provision(s) of EPA’s Scientific Integrity Policy alleged to have been violated. 



–	Name and affiliation of the person(s) believed to have committed the violation, if known (the Subjects). 



–	Statement of facts that support the allegation, including a timeline, annotated documents, and other relevant materials. 



–	Names and affiliations of pertinent witnesses and experts. 



–	Whether advice or assistance was sought from a D/ScIO, and whether the allegation was reported elsewhere (e.g., to the Office of Inspector General or as a labor–management grievance). 



–	Identification of individuals or programs who may have a conflicting personal or professional interest (optional). 



4.1.3	The Office of Inspector General may refer complaints to the Scientific Integrity Program for consideration as potential allegations. 



4.2	Screening



The objective of screening is to determine whether an allegation falls within the purview of EPA’s Scientific Integrity Policy and whether there is sufficient information to proceed with its evaluation. The goal is to screen allegations quickly,[footnoteRef:17] either proceeding to inquiry or returning an incomplete or misdirected allegation to the Submitter.  [17:  Generally, within two weeks, with allowance for leave, holidays, travel, workload, and, if necessary, coordination with the Office of Inspector General ] 




4.2.1	Allegations submitted to a DScIO are reported to the Scientific Integrity Program. 



4.2.2	Designated staff members of the Scientific Integrity Program review the submitted materials in the context of EPA’s Scientific Integrity Policy to recommend a course of action. They confer with EPA’s ScIO for concurrence on this recommendation. 



–	Allegations involving research misconduct or other matters within the jurisdiction of the Office of Inspector General are placed on hold while that office reviews the allegation for possible investigation (see section 2.2). If an allegation is accepted for investigation, it is transferred to the Office of Inspector General and the Submitter is notified. 



–	Allegations not related to the Scientific Integrity Policy are returned to the Submitter with recommendations for other processes that might be followed. 



–	Allegations where advice and assistance are warranted are placed on hold while the D/ScIO, as appropriate, contacts the Submitter and attempts to resolve the allegation (see section 3). 



–	Other allegations with sufficient information to suggest a possible lapse in scientific integrity (see section 2.1) proceed to inquiry and the Submitter is notified. 



–	Allegations without sufficient information to proceed are returned to the Submitter with a request for additional information. The Submitter may provide the additional information within four weeks, otherwise the allegation is dismissed. 



4.2.3	The ScIO provides summary information, with personally identifiable information of Submitters redacted, to the DScIO of the Subjects’ office and to the Director of the Office of the Science Advisor. 



4.3	Inquiry



The objective of inquiry is to gather pertinent information in cases where there is a reasonable basis to suspect a violation of EPA’s Scientific Integrity Policy. The goal is to evaluate allegations fairly, thoroughly, and expeditiously.[footnoteRef:18]  [18:  Generally, within one or two months, recognizing that complex allegations may take up to several months ] 




4.3.1	The inquiry may be decentralized, conducted by a DScIO in the Subject’s program or regional office, unless there are conflicting interests or a fear of retaliation. In such cases, the ScIO conducts the inquiry or delegates it to another DScIO, as appropriate. 



4.3.2	All parties are expected to cooperate during an inquiry. If a Submitter or Subject fails to respond within a reasonable period (e.g., four weeks), the inquiry may be closed and a determination made with the information at hand. This may result in an allegation being dismissed if the Submitter refuses to actively engage in the process. 



4.3.3	When EPA employees are the Subject of an allegation



–	The D/ScIO conducting the inquiry shall provide written notification to all Subjects named in the allegation. Notification should be private and preferably delivered in person. At the time of notification, Subjects shall have access to a redacted summary of all materials submitted with or otherwise pertinent to the allegation, including the Submitter’s statement of facts, timeline, documents, and other materials, while protecting the confidentiality of the Submitters to the extent possible. Subjects also shall receive instructions for accessing this allegation procedure and EPA’s Scientific Integrity Policy. 



–	Subjects shall have reasonable time, generally up to four weeks, to respond in writing to the allegation. Subjects shall have an opportunity to provide supporting materials and to identify pertinent witnesses and experts. Subjects also shall have an opportunity to identify conflicting interests or a fear of retaliation by the DScIO, in which case the ScIO conducts the inquiry or delegates it to another DScIO, as appropriate. 



–	Subjects may choose to share information (but not information about the Submitter) with one colleague, manager, or union representative and to involve them in further proceedings. Subjects and their representative should protect confidentiality and share information only with those who need to know. 



–	The D/ScIO interviews or requests information from Submitters, Subjects, and pertinent witnesses and experts as necessary to gather and reconcile the evidence. 



–	If the D/ScIO identifies additional individuals who may have been responsible for the matter being evaluated, the D/ScIO may add them as Subjects and notify them as provided in this subsection. 



–	The D/ScIO prepares a written report to summarize the evidence. 
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The conduct of an inquiry differs for Subjects external to EPA, as specific rules may govern EPA’s communication with external parties. In addition, an external organization is often in a better position to conduct the inquiry of a Subject who is not an EPA employee. 



External parties are expected to uphold the standards of EPA’s Scientific Integrity Policy and may be required to do so as part of their agreements with EPA (see section 1.3). If the external party is not required to follow the Policy, the inquiry concludes without a formal determination, its purpose being to establish facts and reinforce expectations regarding scientific integrity. 



–	Communication with external Subjects must occur through an EPA Federal Officer (i.e., the Contracting Officer for contractors or the Grants Officer for grantees). The Federal Officer is responsible for communication with external Subjects, and the D/ScIO is responsible for communication with Submitters. 



–	The D/ScIO informs the appropriate Federal Officer of the allegation. 



–	The Federal Officer, working with the D/ScIO, shall notify the Subject’s organization (or the Subject in the case of an independent contractor, grantee, collaborator, or student volunteer) of the allegation. 



–	The Federal Officer requests that an inquiry be conducted by a senior official in the Subject’s organization (or a report by the Subject, if independent). 



–	The Subject’s organization (if not an independent Subject) prepares a written report to summarize the evidence, the findings of the inquiry, and any recommendations. This report generally should be transmitted to the Federal Officer within four weeks. 



–	The D/ScIO reviews the external report and may respond with a letter routed through the Federal Officer. The allegation is closed, and copies of the report and subsequent correspondence are sent to the Submitter, the DScIO of the relevant EPA office, the ScIO, and, if applicable, EPA’s Office of Grants and Debarment. 



4.4	Determination and recommendations



4.4.1	Determination (when EPA employees are the Subjects)



–	The Scientific Integrity Program may convene an internal Review Panel to review the evidence and determine whether there was a violation of EPA’s Scientific Integrity Policy. Circumstances that could warrant a Review Panel include evidence that is complex or that involves multiple offices, or an allegation that involves a senior official or political appointee. The Review Panel is comprised of members of EPA’s Scientific Integrity Committee, including at least one member from an office not affiliated with the Subjects or Submitters. The Review Panel may request that the D/ScIO gather additional information and update the written summary of evidence. The Review Panel approves a written report to summarize its findings, determination, and recommendations. This report generally should be completed within four weeks of convening the Review Panel. 



–	If a Review Panel was not deemed necessary, the ScIO (in consultation with the DScIO if a DScIO conducted the inquiry), reviews the written summary of evidence and determines whether there was a violation. 



4.4.2	The D/ScIO prepares a memorandum to explain the allegation, findings, and determination. The memorandum will not include information about the identity of the Submitter. If there was a violation, the memorandum also includes recommendations for corrective scientific action and for preventing similar violations in the future. 



4.4.3	The D/ScIO transmits the memorandum to the Subject, with a copy to the Submitter, the respective DScIOs, and the ScIO. 



4.4.4	Based on a review of the memorandum, the DScIO of the Subject’s office has discretion to take corrective scientific action, sharing necessary information with appropriate management officials. The DScIO will report the actions taken to the ScIO. 



4.4.5	The ScIO provides summary information, with personally identifiable information of Submitters redacted, to the Director of the Office of the Science Advisor and to EPA’s Science Advisor. 



4.5	Appeals



4.5.1	A screening decision or final determination may be appealed by the Submitter or the Subject within four weeks of receipt of the determination. Appeals must be made in writing to the ScIO and must provide a clear rationale for the appeal. A determination may be appealed only once, unless critical new information, previously unavailable, comes to light. 



4.5.2	The ScIO screens the appeal (section 4.2) and may delegate the inquiry to a DScIO not involved in the initial inquiry (section 4.3). 



4.5.3	The official conducting the inquiry discusses the findings with the ScIO, who is responsible for the final determination and subsequent disposition (section 4.4). 
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4.6.1	The Scientific Integrity Program maintains process metrics as needed to monitor the efficiency of the procedure. 



4.6.2	The ScIO meets with EPA’s Science Advisor or their designee periodically (e.g., monthly) to review progress on allegations and appeals, including screening decisions and pending determinations. Information reviewed is on a need-to-know basis, and personally identifiable information of Submitters is not shared. 



4.6.3	DScIOs report corrective scientific actions taken to the ScIO, taking care to exclude knowledge of the identity of Submitters and Subjects. The ScIO compiles information from across EPA and makes it available to the Scientific Integrity Committee and to EPA’s Science Advisor quarterly. Summary information is included in the next annual report of the Scientific Integrity Program. 



4.6.4	Final determinations, as well as reports from an internal Review Panel or external organization, are summarized and redacted to remove personally identifiable information and then are posted on the internet and included in the next annual report of the Scientific Integrity Program. 



4.7	Target timelines[footnoteRef:19] [19:  With allowance for leave, holidays, travel, workload, and, if necessary, coordination with the Office of Inspector General ] 




4.7.1	Screening: 2 weeks



4.7.2	Inquiry: 8-14 weeks, depending on the complexity of the allegation



–	4 weeks for Subjects to respond, plus

–	2-8 weeks to gather information, plus

–	2 weeks to write the summary of evidence



4.7.3	Determination and recommendations: 2-4 weeks



–	2 weeks for determinations by the D/ScIO, or

–	4 weeks for determinations by an internal Review Panel
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